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Abstract 
This paper aimed to investigate the effects of self-assessment-based instruction on the acquisition of speech acts of 
suggestion, complaint, and request. Its second aim was to investigate the accuracy of students’ pragmatic rating as 
measured against teacher rating using WDCT. The participants were 30 university students taking their general 
English course. In both dynamic self-assessment and comparison groups, each session the teacher taught a 
conversation containing a speech act and had the students completed a WDCT. The results of the study 
demonstrated that, despite the self-assessment group’s better performance on most of the items in WDCT, their 
overall score did not significantly exceed that of the comparison group. In addition, the comparison group’s self-
assessment manifested a higher inter-rate reliability with teacher rating. These findings cast doubt on the effect of 
dynamic self-assessment as an effective task for pragmatic acquisition and meta pragmatic awareness. 
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1. Introductions and Review of Literature 
Similar to many aspects of a language, pragmatics needs to be taught to foreign language learners since simple 
exposure to the target language is not sufficient for learning this feature (Schmidt, 1993). Bardovi-Harlig (2001) 
asserts that based on the research, L2 learners who didn’t benefit from instruction of pragmatics were significantly 
 
 
* Corresponding author: Zia Tajeddin  
E-mail address: S_pakzadian@yahoo.com, Zia_tajeddin@yahoo.com 
 
© 2014 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license 
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/).
Selection and peer-review under responsibility of the Organizing Committee of LINELT 2013.
284   Sarah Sadat Pakzadian and Zia Tajeddin /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  136 ( 2014 )  283 – 287 
different from native speakers. However, teachers usually face some challenges in teaching pragmatics: 
1. Teaching pragmatics is difficult and sensitive as it involves a high degree of “face threat”. 
2. The number of available pedagogical resources and testing devices is limited (Jianda, 2006). 
Inter language pragmatics is related to two realms of pragmatics and L2 development (Kasper & Blum-Kulka, 
1993). For the latter, which is related to developmental issues of pragmatics acquisition, there is a need for more 
studies (Kasper & Rose, 2002). 
  Moreover, in the field of assessment there exists a lack of evidence to illustrate whether self-assessment as 
accompanied by teacher rating would cause a significant positive change in the learners’ gain of pragmatic 
knowledge and convergence of the students’ and teacher’s rating. The ultimate aim of this process is to make the 
students able to reach the teacher’s estimation of their ability and to bridge this gap whereby the role of teacher’s 
scaffolding is highlighted. By the passage of time we expect an improvement in the students’ Zone of Proximal 
Development (ZPD) in the students’ learning the speech acts and in student’s self-assessment approximation to the 
teacher’s scores through provision of guidelines and getting engaged in discussions.  
Studies with focus on the developmental and inquisitional aspects of inter language pragmatics are limited. 
Most of these studies have the explicit versus implicit modes of pragmatics instruction as their focal point (e.g. 
Koike & Pearson, 2005). The role of instructional interventions in ILP in both second and foreign language 
classrooms is also explored by some of the scholars (e.g. Bardovi-Harlig, 2001; Fukuya & Zhang, 2002).  
There’s a chance of learning pragmatics before developing analysed second language knowledge. Hence, there 
seems to be a need for more investigation of the ILP teaches ability to the elementary level students and the false 
beginners, which is the focal point of the present study. 
Equally important is the role of self-assessment in the instruction of ILP. Depending on the reason for 
employing this form of test, some scholars (e.g. Bachman, 2000) have identified two types of self-assessments, (1) 
Performance-oriented and (2) development-oriented self-assessment. The former type measures the students’ 
performance in a particular time, while the latter is carried out over an extended period of time and focuses on the 
change patterns.  
Many empirical works have proven positive effects of development-oriented implementation such as increased 
productivity and higher learner autonomy, less frustration, higher retention levels, and higher motivation (O’Malley 
& Pierce, 1996; Rivers, 2001). 
2. Research Questions 
1. Is there any significant difference between courses with and without self-assessment in the development of EFL 
learners’ production of inter language pragmatics? 
2. Is there any significant difference between the two courses in the progression of the EFL learners’ inter language 
pragmatic self-assessment toward the teacher’s pragmatic inter language rating? 
3. Is there any significant difference between the two courses in the EFL learners’ attitude toward self-assessment? 
3. Methodology 
Participants: were 36 university students of general English course in IAU of Pishva (Iran) in majors other than 
English, with an elementary level of proficiency and their age was 19 to 35. They were students of the same 
instructor and both classes were taught pragmatics for 30 minutes each session.  
 Instruments 
1. Discourse Completion Tasks (DCT): In the pre-test session students completed four DCTs for each of the speech 
acts and in the course of treatment, each session filled out a form containing four DCTs –other than those ones used 
in the pre-test (total number of 8 different DCTs). These DCTs were chosen from different published articles acts 
(e.g. Jianda, 2006; Tanck, 2002; Hassal, 1999, etc.) and validated in the Iranian EFL context by the Iranian 
researchers. A three-level Likert scale was used for ratings in the two classes (completely appropriate, somehow 
appropriate, and not appropriate). 
2. The Attitude Questionnaire: was used in the pre-test and post-test for the learners’ attitude toward self-assessment 
in EFL field. These were again based on a three-level Likert type. The validity of this questionnaire was established 
using the experts’ judgment and reliability analysis. 
 
3.3. Data Collection Procedure 
The first session of the five-week-long program was allocated to the pre-test of attitude toward EFL self-assessment 
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and that of inter language pragmatics. In the pre-test – and also the post-test– of ILP for each one of these three 
speech acts of (1) request, (2) complaint, (3) suggestion, four different situations were used in form of WDCTs. 
After the students in both groups completed each DCT they were asked to rate their response in terms of its 
appropriateness. These forms were then evaluated again by two English teaching professionals and checked in terms 
of proximity in the scores given by the students themselves. The other part of the pre-test was the attitude 
questionnaire to determine the students’ initial stance in terms of their attitude toward assessing themselves and 
assigning themselves scores in their English exams.  
Each session the process of teaching speech acts began with an audiotaped conversation adopted from different 
EFL books along with its transcription. First the teacher explained the situation and characters in the audio material 
as a warm-up and then the students were asked to listen to the conversation for comprehension of the scenario. The 
second time of listening to the audio teacher called their attention to the specific forms of language employed in 
each situation to express a complaint, request, or suggestion. After the instruction part, they were asked to perform 
the same pragmatic function in four other similar situations in DCTs and to self-assess their responses. In the 
following session, they were given back their exam papers rated by the rates. In the process of dynamic self-
assessment the teacher chose a few samples of their works and wrote one anonymous response given to each DCT 
on the board, they discussed the reason for the divergence of the two scores given to the same response and the 
teacher explained the criteria for the scoring. The learners’ attention was also called to the pragma linguistic and 
socio-pragmatic problems in the response.  
In the comparison group the same audio material was presented in exactly the same way, but without the self-
assessment phase. The teacher rated their DCTs for the next session and handed that to them for their reflection on 
the score and to notice how their pragmatic performance in each of the DCTs was appropriate. This didn’t include 
further comments and discussions, similar to what happens in most of the traditionally assessed EFL classes. 
The help of an American native speaker and two raters analyzed the data collected during the term with 
Master’s degree in English language teaching.  
4. Results and Discussion 
The reliability indices for the instruments used in the pre-test and post-test, except the pre-tests of attitude 
questionnaire (i.e .37), enjoyed acceptable reliability levels (58, .82, and .6 for the post-test of attitude, the pre-test 
DCT and the post-test DCT, respectively). 
The pre-test of interlanguage pragmatic production (the WDCT pre-test) of the two groups consisted of 12 
different situations for the production of the 3 speech acts. The mean and standard deviation for each item in the pre-
test of control and experimental group ranged from 1.00 to 1.40 in the control group and from 1.10 to 1.57 in the 
experimental group, from the maximum score of 3. The scores of these two groups were first checked for their 
homogeneity using a t-test for the pre-test of ILP and the pre-test of attitude, separately. After the initial results 
demonstrated the two groups as heterogeneous in their pre-test of speech acts, two of the outliers in the experimental 
groups were discarded. In the second t-test both groups were proven to be homogeneous.  
Table 1. Independent Samples Test 
    t df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Pre-test of DCT (teacher rate) Equal variances assumed .774 26 .446 
  Equal variances not assumed .774 24.97 .446 
Pre-test of Attitude  Equal variances assumed -2.15 26 .411 
  Equal variances not assumed -2.15 25.52 .411 
Pre-test of  DCT (Self-assessment) Equal variances assumed .992 26 .330 
  Equal variances not assumed .992 23.72 .331 
 
The first question: development of learners’ production of interlanguage pragmatics 
The results of the t-test did not show any significance difference in the final pragmatic production of the 
learners in the control and experimental groups in the post-test ( Sig of .402). 
The second question: progression of the learners’ interlanguage pragmatic self-assessment toward the teacher’s 
interlanguage pragmatic rating. 
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Table 2. Correlation between the benchmark and self-assessment scores 
Correlation Pearson Correlation  Sig. (2-tailed) N 
Self-assessment & teacher rates Co. in Pre-test .552 (*) .040 14 
Self-assessment & teacher rates Co. in Post-test .647 (*) .012 14 
Self-assessment & teacher rates Ex. in Pre-test .622 (*) .018 14 
Self-assessment & teacher rates Ex. in Post-test .204 .484 14 
The interesting point is that all of the Pearson correlations were significant at .05 level, except the correlation 
between self-assessment and teacher rates of the experimental group in the post-test. This was in contrary with the 
researchers’ presuppositions. One of the possible underlying reasons might have been the oversensitivity of the 
students toward the self-assessment as caused by receiving relatively extensive explanations about the criteria. 
Dynamic self-assessment procedure led to the students’ higher knowledge of the aspects of interlanguage pragmatic 
functions of English language and this in turn made them underestimate their performances in the ILP post-test. 
The third question: difference between courses with and without self-assessment in the learners’ attitude toward 
self-assessment. 
The results of this t-test showed no significant difference between the two groups in terms of their attitude 
toward self-assessment of their language ability at the end of the course (Sig of .763 and .764). This could be 
justified on several grounds, one of which is the novelty of self-assessment as a measurement tool in the Iranian 
context. Students in both groups considered this process intriguing and liked to experience it and their means was 
indicative of the fact. After the treatment sessions the experimental group gained a better understanding of the rating 
process, although it ultimately caused the underestimate of their own abilities, this instruction was on the other hand 
a brand new activity and soared their self-confidence for getting involved in the scoring process.   
5. Conclusion 
The results of the comparison of improvement in the learners’ ILP were indicative of no significant difference 
between the two groups. It can mean that although both groups had positive changes in their performance in the 
three speech acts in the post-test, using dynamic self-assessment did not give the learners in experimental group any 
significant advantage over the others. This is due to the fact that the dynamic self-assessment process was more 
focused on the problems in the answers to the DCTs rather than teaching students how to function more effectively 
with regard to ILP features. 
     The second part of the results was related to the accuracy of the students’ self-assessment and the effect of the 
treatments on getting closer to the benchmark ratings. The results proved that there was a significant correlation 
between these two means in the control group while in the experimental group this was not the case. This result can 
be due to the experimental group learners’ enhanced consciousness about the features which are taken into account 
for assigning a score to a response in an ILP test. This action raised their conservation and made them underestimate 
their performance in the post-test of ILP. 
      The last part of the analyses was related to the attitude of the learners toward self-assessment in English 
language field. The results illustrated that in fact students in both of the groups showed a very positive attitude 
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